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Abstract 
Increased technology in the university setting, mainly with course instruction has 
aroused considerable attention on student satisfaction and quality of work. 
However, few studies have investigated these two concepts together. The present 
study aims to provide some incite in this line of research with an examination 
between student satisfaction and the quality of work based on the mode of 
instruction. Ninety students at the University of Rhode Island in the upper level 
Communication 381 Research Methods course participated in this study. The 
results indicate that significantly positive relationships exist among the 
dimensions of the two concepts. Limitations and directions for future research are 
discussed as well. 
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Introduction 
With the rapid development of technology and the increasing number of schools 
offering courses online, student satisfaction needs to be considered when determining the 
manner in which a course is offered (Pelz, 2004; Roach, 2004). The wide-ranged 
expansion of online courses on the one hand calls for faculty and institutions interest in 
student satisfaction; on the other hand, the work that is produced in the courses still needs 
to be held to the same quality level as the traditional face-to-face courses. Student 
satisfaction and productivity have thus received considerable attention in previous 
decades (e.g. Clark, 2002; Dick & Hanna, 2002; Egan, Sebastian & Welch, 1991; 
Kassop, 2003; Martin & Rainey, 1993; Sehoole & Moja, 2003; Souder, 1993). 
With the demographic changes in the student body, the increase in non-traditional 
students, and the emergence of online education systems, there is an increasing interest in 
online education (e.g., Annison, 2002; Biner, Bink, Huffman & Dean, 1995; Kulik & 
Kulik, 1991). Most US colleges and universities now offer at least some courses via the 
Internet (Clarke, R. D., 1999). Web based learning is often called online learning ore-
leaming because it includes online course content. Discussion forums via email, chat 
boards, live lectures, and videoconferencing are all possible through the web. Web based 
courses may also provide static pages such as printed course materials. 
Few studies have tested the trne value of distance education (online learning) . 
There are common misconceptions regarding distance learning or e- leaming courses. 
Donald Clark (2002) identifies nine of these myths. To state "e-leaming is just another 
method of delivery" may be one of the most popular and inaccurate myths (Clark , 2002, 
P·598). A combination of psychological concepts needs to be considered . 
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The second major misconception is that "e-leaming is less effective than 
traditional methods of learning" (Clark, 2002, p. 599). With more and more options to 
take courses in the nontraditional manner of distance learning, some critics have 
questioned whether the learning is accurate. To address this issue, the researcher must 
take into consideration that students learn by utilizing a wide range of tools. Some 
students understand information if it is presented into a pictorial image, while other thrive 
on facts being presented to them. The assumption that e-leaming is less effective 
generalizes too broadly (Clark, 2002; Dick & Hanna, 2002; Egan, Sebastian & Welch, 
1991; Kassop, 2003; Martin & Rainey, 1993; Souder, 1993). 
It is understood that the ability to ask questions and interact with fellow 
classmates and the instructor is a key element for a successful experience in a course. 
Kubala (2000) states the "one problem commonly associated with traditional distance 
education is the lack of opportunity for collaborative work, debate, dialogue, and 
conversational learning" (p. 333). The statement supports the notion that having 
absolutely no face-to-face interaction might hinder the learning process. To be successful 
in a course, no matter the mode of instruction, a student needs to be an active learner, 
which includes engaging with classmates and the professor (Kassop, 2003; Kubala, 
2000). On-line courses are mostly effective if the student is motivated, which is an issue 
needing to be addressed . The instructor needs to find ways for the student to attend 
weekly class meetings along with completing the on-line material. Clark (2002) 
considers this notion by clearly stating, " training is still synonymous with classrooms and 
teachers" (p. 600). The motivation has to come from the student along with the 
instructor. Charts, online discussions, and face-to-face interaction need to entice the 
student to keep him/her moti vated. No matter how a course is taught, there are moments 
when the majority of students lack motivation due to personal issues or even the material 
itself. It needs to be clear that motivation is necessary for any type of course that is 
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taught whether it be online or face-to-face. If the motivation is lacking, the success of the 
learning will be ultimately low (Clark, 2002, p. 600) . 
Witt (2003) describes the "ideal model" of how a course should be set up. He 
states, most instructors "consider the websites to be essential to successful course 
designs" (Witt, 2003, p. 435). The majority of those instructors agreed that using a web-
component is helpful and can only further the students' educational ability. The paper 
concludes with a discussion of what this study has in store for the present and the future. 
The most important concern is that traditional courses should implement some form of a 
web-component in order to reach students with another style of learning. Some question 
whether the students taking courses in this manner are truly learning and retaining the 
information as much as those who take a traditional course. The purpose of this study is 
to re-envision the facilitation of student learning by investigating/analyzing the 




The increasing use of technology in today's society has a major impact on the 
design of higher education. Since the introduction of distance learning more than I 00 
years ago utilizing correspondence courses in paper form, to what distance learning has 
evolved to in the year 2005, distance education is continually changing to meet the needs 
of students (eLRN Network, 2001; Saba, 2001). Before distance learning, students would 
all need to be in the same location for the same period of time each day the class would 
meet. Due to programs such as the University of Phoenix (an online for-profit 
university), this is no longer the case. Students can take classes in any location, at any 
time, and they never have to go to a "classroom" (Dick & Hanna, 2002). 
With more and more individuals seeking higher education, the question that arises 
most is "Is this a valid and effective method of instruction?" (Dick & Hanna, 2002; Egan, 
Sebastian & Welch, 1991; Kassop, 2003; Martin & Rainey, 1993; Souder, 1993 ). 
Research indicates that the instructional format itself has little effect on student 
achievement (Martin & Rainey, 1993; Souder, 1993). 
Martin and Rainey (1993) found no significant difference in the positive attitudes 
of students toward courses whether the course was offered online or face-to-face. Their 
study investigated the effect of satellite-delivered instruction on student achievement and 
attitude in a high school anatomy and physiology course. The experimental group 
included students from seven high schools enrolled in the satellite-delivered course, while 
the control group consisted of students from seven high schools in which classroom 
teachers provided instruction. Two hypotheses were tested using the t-test for dependent 
samples. The findings showed that there was no significant difference between the 
experimental group and control group in attitude toward the classes. However, on the 
achievement test the mean score of the experimental group was significantly higher than 
that of the control group (Martin & Rainey, 1993). This study supports the idea that the 
mode of instruction has no affect on student satisfaction. 
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Egan, Sebastian & Welch (1991) and Whittington (1987) noted that the traditional 
face-to-face instruction is perceived by students to be more clearly presented and to 
maintain a better organizational element than distance education. Teachers must be 
properly trained both in the use of equipment and in those techniques proven effective in 
the distance learning environment. Learners get more out of the courses when the 
instructor seems comfortable with the technology, maintains good eye contact with the 
equipment, repeats questions and possesses a sense of humor (Egan, Sebastian & Welch 
1991; Martinson, 2000). This could be one explanation why students showed no 
significant difference in their attitudes toward the method the course was taught. One 
possible reason could be the instructors themselves. No matter what method the course 
was taught by, face-to-face or online, if the instructor was not comfortable then the 
students would not be as satisfied with the course (Egan, Sebastian & Welch 1991; Kelly 
& Schorger, 2002; Martinson, 2000; Pelz, 2004). As long as the form in which the 
course is delivered is equally available to all the participants, that would be an indication 
for further research in what makes an effective and well -presented distance education 
course, including how effective is the training the instructors are given (Martin & Rainey, 
1993; Souder, 1993). 
Student Satisfaction 
In the society in which we live, one of the prevailing notions is to view people as 
consumers. Higher education is no exception to this trend. Dick & Hanna (2002), Levin 
(ZOOS), and Martinson (2000) suggest that higher education institutions should view 
students as consumers and not just as individuals seeking knowledge. Snare ( 1997) 
mentions that even though it seems appropriate, the student as consumer analogy is 
harmful. The analogy "lowers quality, refocuses valuable resources, encourages passive 
learning, and undem1ines social and civic values" (Snare, p. 122). The university 
considered as a business carries with it the idea of students as consumers in an 
educational marketplace. As the well known scholar David Reisman (1981) noted years 
ago, "this shift from academic merit to student consumerism is one of the two greatest 
reversals of direction in all the history of American higher education; the other being the 
replacement of the classical college by the modem university a century ago" (p. xi). 
From this model, it follows that students are consumers of instruction and therefore have 
a right to evaluate and influence instruction. 
One of the major factors to be considered regarding student satisfaction is the 
mode of instruction. There are three main methods in which a course is taught: 
traditional face-to-face, hybrid or blended which is a combination of face-to-face and 
online, and completely online which is also known as distance learning (Kassop, 2003 ; 
Sener & Humbert, 2002). In addition , within online Distance Leaming a major 
d" . istmction is found between synchronous (real-time, e. g. chat) and asynchronous (time 
delayed, e.g. bulletin board postings) instruction (Baer, 2000; Pelz, 2004). Some 
instructors combine both methods. 
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Each of the three modes has its own positive and negative aspects (Barbian , 2002 ; 
Belcheir & Cucek, 2001; Kassop, 2003 ; Sener & Humbert, 2002). Some of the noted 
positive aspects for hybrid and distance learning courses are the flexibility of time, the 
tendency to be more student-centered learning and more comfortable in online class 
discussions (Allen & Pilant, 2000; Barbian, 2002; Kassop, 2003; Sener & Humbert, 
2002; Stokes, 2003; Sullivan, 2001; Taplin & Jegede, 2001) . Some of the noted negative 
aspects for hybrid and distance learning courses are technology issues, less interaction 
with professor, and motivational concerns (Belcheir & Cucek, 2001; Dick & Hanna, 
2002; Kelly & Schorger, 2002; Shea, Fredericksen, Pickett, Pelz, & Swan, 2001; Stokes, 
2003). The traditional face-to-face method has the benefit of students being able to get 
hands on help and guidance from the professor along with reading nonverbal cues from 
the professor and classmates (Arbaugh, 2001; Kubala, 2000; Swan, 2002; Witt, 2003). 
On the other hand, Distance Leaming courses encourage quality student writing, which is 
a major deficit in the current college population (Clark, 2002; Dick & Hanna, 2002; 
Kassop, 2003). 
Some studies have shown a preference by older students and women in taking 
online courses, while other studies show that there is no difference in preference to the 
mode of instruction. Sullivan (2001) states, "online courses benefit a wide variety of 
students, but perhaps none more dramatically than nontraditional female students" (p. 
817). Nontraditional aged students refer to those students over the age of 25 (Sullivan, 
2001, p. 806). The main reasons for this trend would be the flexibility to take the courses 
at the convenience of the individuals' schedule including children, community 
commitment, family, work, and the course obligations (Allen & Pilant, 2000; Belcheir & 
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01 · Stokes, 2003 ; Sullivan, 2001 ; Taplin & Jegede, 200 I). To further support 
uce , ' 
the importance of scheduling issues, Clark (2002) notes that online learning in most cases 
in fact takes less time than that of the traditional face-to-face course (p. 603 ). 
The technology aspect of distance learning is not as easily measurable as other 
concepts previously mentioned. Technology familiarity is linked to age along with 
gender throughout many studies (e.g. Ashby, 2003; Biner, Bink, Huffman, & Dean, 1995; 
Dick & Hanna, 2002; Kleen & Shell , 2001; Sehoole & Moja, 2003). One study showed 
that female students, who were the traditional age of 25 and under, had lower satisfaction 
in the course than their male classmates due to the technology used and their 
understanding of how to use all the technology available to them (Kleen & Shell, 2001). 
Another study showed the contradicting results that traditional aged females tended to be 
more satisfied with the technology options available to them and utilized more of those 
options than their male counterparts (Stoke, 2003). These two studies highlight that the 
technology aspect of distance learning is less concrete in terms of established 
measurement tools than some other demographic characteristics. What is lacking is a 
method for measuring computer literacy (Sehoole & Moja, 2003 ; Zeller, 2005). Today's 
students represent the first generations to grow up with this new technology. They have 
spent their entire lives using computers, video games, digital music players, video cams, 
cell phones, and other toys and tools of the digital age. Presnky (2001) notes that 
.. today's students have not just changed incrementally from those of the past, nor simply 
changed their slang, clothes, body adornments, or styles, as has happened between 
generations previously. A big discontinuity has taken place" (p . 1 ). A method for 
measuring computer literacy needs to consider these differences between the generations. 
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To date, there is no definitive answer to whether demographic characteristics such 
as age, gender or level computer literacy will be a predictor of satisfaction. The more 
studies that are done wi 11 help find if there is a link. 
Quality of work 
An important factor in determining the value of a course is the quality of work the 
course elicits from its students. As discussed earlier, concerns arise around the 
effectiveness and value of online courses. The biggest concern is that arises is that online 
courses diminish the academic integrity of the institutions (Maddux, 2004). Clark (2002) 
addresses this concern and discusses in detail nine myths of distance learning. One of the 
more important myths is "myth 2: E-learning is less effective than traditional methods of 
learning" (Clark, 2002, p. 599). Clark (2002) goes on to explain that participation is 
higher in thee-learning environment, leading to higher levels of cognitive engagement 
and therefore higher levels of retention. These higher levels of retention and participation 
would support the idea that students would get "more" out of the courses and therefore 
the quality of the coursework would be higher. There is more than just one way to view 
quality of work. 
One way to address this concern would be to look at the work that is produced in 
these courses. The first approach would be from what angle the course approaches the 
topic: student centered or teacher centered. If a student has a more active role in their 
learning experience they should get more out of the class than if it is more teacher based 
(Kassop, 2003). In online courses, students are more in charge of their learning 
experience. They need to make sure they keep up with the technology along with any 
assignments posted via the web. In the traditional face-to-face classroom, the instructor 
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is usually in charge of how the class will be taught and the students take a more passi ve 
role in the class (Kassop, 2003). With a class being student centered, whether it be online 
or face-to-face, there is more focus on writing (Clark, 2002; Kassop, 2003 ; Maddux , 
Z004). Kassop (2003) notes that 
online courses are far more writing-intensive than traditional classes have ever 
been. In both F2F and online classes, major assignments are submitted in written 
form. But in an online course, general discussions, requests for elaboration or 
assistance, answers to directed questions, group projects, most assignments, and 
many tests and quizzes are in written form as well. The consensus among my online 
colleagues is that when instructors require that students submit carefully written and 
proofread assignments, the quality of many students' work improves over the 
duration of the course. 
Kassop 's claim would reinforce the use of an online component to produce a higher 
quality of work produced from the students . 
The second approach to take would be to view what the student wants and needs 
as not necessarily the same thing. Sener and Humbert (2002) address this issue by stating 
that students do not always know what they want, and there are gaps between their wants 
and needs. Higher education institutions should try to make this gap as small as possible. 
In the study by Dick and Hanna (2002), the survey administered asked students to 
compare their online class to other similar classes they have taken. They found that the 
general outcomes, which included fina l grades, papers , how much the student felt they 
learned and comparisons to other courses they have taken, were the same no matter the 
method in which the course was taught (Dick & Hanna, 2002). Students will view their 
grades throughout the course as an indicator to how good o f a class it was - thi s is not an 
accurate measure for the course. 
Besides the work in the course the instructors themselves need to be considered. 
If a course if offered by more than one professor, no matter the method , students may fee l 
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differently about the course based solely on the professor (Dick & Hanna 2002 ; Serban, 
2000). Dick and Hanna (2002) had four open ended questions added onto the students ' 
final exam to see what could have made the course more affective. Some of the 
responses from students were based on the professor himself. They included "I felt 
challenged by the course and the professor" while another student in the class reported "I 
didn't feel challenged and feel I learned less compared to other classes I've taken" (Dick 
& Hanna, p. 117). In those two statements alone, there are contradicting levels of 
satisfaction and quality of work from the student's point of view. Looking longitudinally 
would be the best way to approach the implications of professors. If a professor has high 
marks from students over a few years, then it would indicate that they are getting more 
out of the course than if a one time study was done. This is a concern of universities. 
This concept to analyze the professor will not be address in the current study but it is 
something that still needs to be addressed. 
Expected Relationships between Student Satisfaction, Mode of Instruction and 
Quality of Work 
The above literature review reveals a potential relationship between student 
satisfaction and mode of instruction, and between quality of work and mode of 
instruction. Aiming to explore this possibility, the following research questions and 
hypotheses are proposed for thi s study: 
Research Questions : 
l. Do demographic factors , such as age, gender, and other individual 
differences, such as computer literacy, make a difference in the student's 
satisfaction with online vs. face-to-face instruction? 
2. Does the mode of instruction affect the quality of the final project? 
3. Does the mode of instruction affect the quality of writing? 
Hypothesis: 
1. Women will have different levels of satisfaction with online instruction, 
compared to men. 
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2. The classes that utilize some mode of face-to-face contact will produce a 
difference in quality of the final project than the class that is entirely online. 
3. The classes that utilize some mode of online instruction will produce a 
difference in quality of the writing than the class that is entirely face-to-face. 
In order to examine the relationship of the three concepts, a student 
satisfaction survey was used for the purpose of observation. In addition, 
relationships between the different modes of instruction and quality of work are 
investigated through comparing the semester long projects for each class to better 




Participants in this study were a sample of undergraduate students enrolled in one 
of three sections of the required communication course, COM381, taught at the 
University of Rhode Island during the Spring 2005 semester. All three sections were 
taught by the same instructor and were fully enrolled. While some degree of self-
selection might have taken place for the different section, one can assume that the 
baseline is comparable. A total of 90 students, 42 males and 48 females, were recruited 
from intact classes with their agreement to participate in this study. These participants 
were all students in the field of Communication Studies. The average age for participants 
was 21.5 years old. Among them, 54.5% were juniors, 33.3% were seniors and 97.8% 
reported to be Caucasian. 
Procedures 
Two methods were adopted in the present study. The first method was a survey. 
The second was an analysis of the students' work including a semester long Public 
Service Announcement and a written literature review. 
Sampling Procedure for Survey. A survey method was adopted in the present 
study. Students in the COM38 l classes were told that participation was completely 
voluntary. An alternative assignment (see Appendix B) was offered to students who 
chose not to participate. Ninety of the ninety-three students in the three sections 
volunteered for pm1icipation. The pm1icipant consent forms (see Appendix A) were read 
and signed either in person by the students or via WebCT for section 0200, the section 
entirely online. After reading and signing the consent forms, participants were asked to 
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finish the two parts of the survey (i.e. , demographic infomrntion, Satisfaction Survey) 
(see Appendix C). The survey was conducted via WebCT for all three sections. For 
sections 3 (TR 2:00-3: 15) and 4 (3 :30-4:45) the survey was conducted during the regular 
class time. Section 0200, WebCT took the survey at various times throughout the same 
week. 
Sampling Procedure for Semester Long Projects and Literature Review. The 
students in COM38 l had to create a Public Service Announcement for their group 
project. The consent form used to get their permission for participation in the survey was 
also used for analyzing the Public Service Announcements and the literature reviews (see 
Appendix A). The final video resulting from the group project was analyzed. Most of 
the group projects had two videos focusing on the same idea, where some key variable, 
such as beginnings or endings was modified, while the message was kept the same. 
Within each of the three sections was compared to the classes as a whole. The projects 
were analyzed by a convenience sample of 79 students at the University of Rhode Island. 
The students were enrolled in Communication Studies courses at the 100-, 200-, and 300-
level. These students used a video evaluation form (see Appendix D) to analyze the 
Public Service Announcements to fom1 an objective opinion of the quality of the videos. 
The literature reviews were graded by the professor teaching the course; the grades were 
used post hoc to look at the quality of the work. 
Measures 
Two instruments were used in this study. The 35-item Satisfaction Survey (see 
Appendix C) developed by Stokes (2003) was used to test participants ' satisfaction 
levels. The lower the score an individual gets on the satisfaction survey, the higher the 
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level of satisfaction the person possesses in tem1s of mode of instruction. Based on the 35 
. s Stokes (2003) extracted three predictors of satisfaction: temperament, preferred item, 
)earning styles and demographic characteristics. 
According to Stokes (2003), "demographic characteristics" included seven items: 
age, gender, university classification, grade point average, major, experience with the 
World Wide Web, and experience with Web-based courses. Examples of demographic 
item questions include "grade or education level" (university classification), "Have you 
ever taken a course that has a web-component (WebCT, online chat etc.)" (experience 
with Web-based courses), "In how your entire college career how many courses have you 
taken entirely by WebCT" (experience with Web-based courses), and "In your entire 
college career how many courses have you taken partially by WebCT while at URI" 
(experience with Web-based courses). All 35 items were randomly ordered within the 
inventory. A five-point Likert scale was used to measure participants' 
agreement/disagreement with each item, with 1 indicating, "strongly agree" and 5 
indicating "strongly disagree." 
The questionnaire to determine the levels of student satisfaction was developed by 
Stokes (2003), "insights were gained from the review of literature, particularly from 
Biner, Dean, and Mellinger (1994) and Wemet, Olliges, and Delicath (2000), and input 
from a team of instructional technology experts comprising professors in the Instructional 
Technology program at The University of Alabama" (p. 10). Using the Cronbach's alpha 
method, the reliability coefficient for the scale 's internal reliability with the research 
sample was 0 . .83. 
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For this study a 5-question qualitative evaluation (see Appendix D) was 
developed by Dr. Mundorf to measure the quality of work in the Public Service 
Announcements. The evaluation depicted the students ' impressions of two videos. Then 
the students were asked to compare the two videos to each other. The videos had the 
same theme just differences in the beginning or ending of the video. The type of 
questions asked were open-ended in order to give the students freedom to be as specific 
as possible as to what they found good and bad in the video. Questions included: "How 
did this video impact you'', "What is the strongest aspect of the video'', "What is the 
weakest aspect of the video", and "What could the creators do to make this video more 
effective." 
In this study, the scale and the evaluation were used to measure student 
satisfaction and quality of work through objective means . In the original study, there was 
no significant relationship between the temperaments of the participants and their 
preferred learning styles therefore the researcher decided not to include those two 
additional tests (Keirsey Temperament Sorter and Felder and Solomon' s Index of 
Leaming Styles) since they were not pertinent to the current study (Stokes, 2003). 
Data Analysis 
Data obtained through the satisfaction survey were recorded as a mixture of 
interval, ordinal and nominal data. Descriptive statistics were used to report age, gender, 
race/ethnicity, grade or educati on level, reason for taking the course, previously taken 
courses with a web-component, the number of courses take either entirely or parti ally by 
WebCT, and in those web-based courses, how many times (if any) met face-to- face with 
the professor. Responses to each statement as it related to satis fac ti on in the on line 
educational environment were reported using frequencies. Only one question, question 
19, needed to be recoded into the positive scale. The overall satisfaction score for each 
participant was obtained by adding the numeric values of the 17 satisfaction statements; 
the range of possible scores was 17, indicating a high level of satisfaction, to 85, 





The piimary research questions and hypotheses for this study sought to find the 
relationships between student satisfaction and mode of instruction, and between mode of 
instruction and the quality of work. In order to address these research questions and 
hypotheses, descriptive statistics, ANOV A and Tukey tests were utilized to determine 
whether there was a statistically significant difference between the sections. 
Student Satisfaction Survey 
The descriptive statistics provided some interesting information. Eighty percent 
of the students surveyed had taken a course with a web-component and more than half of 
those students were female (53%); 51 % of the students had never taken a course 
completely by Distance Leaming; 44% prefer to take more classes via Internet delivery; 
42% prefer more of the course materials in their traditional face-to-face classes to be in a 
Web-based format; 75% would take another course that is web-based; and 100% of the 
WebCT class would recommend a web-based course to their peers. 
WebCT was used in all three sections for exams and e-mails. The hybrid and 
online sections used WebCT for discussion among their group members. The online 
section (M=l27) utilized the discussion boards three times as often as the hybrid section 
(M=23.14). The online section ranged in usage from 7 postings to one of the groups 
having 259 postings with the majority of the postings relating to the different 
assignments, while the hybrid section ranged in usage from 3 postings to 60 postings. 
This utilization of the discussion option through WebCT would help support the higher 
levels of satisfaction in the on line section and the hybrid section . 
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A one-way analysis of variance compared the mean satisfaction scores for 
subjects assigned to the three modes of instrnction : face-to-face, hybrid, and entirely 
online. Note that the composite scale used was reverse coded: The lower the score an 
individual gets on the satisfaction survey, the higher level of satisfaction the person 
possesses in terms of mode of instruction. This was found to be statistically significant at 
the p < .05 level [F(2,84) = 4.074, p=.020]. There was a significant difference in overall 
satisfaction between the online section and the face-to-face section; and the online section 
and hybrid sections. The reverse scored satisfaction index shows that the hybrid section 
was more satisfied (M=37.06) than the completely face-to-face section (M=43.03); and 
the WebCT section (M=36.33) was more satisfied than the completely face-to-face 
section. Note that satisfaction levels were reversed coded, meaning that lower scores 
indicate greater satisfaction. The overall means for the hybrid section and the WebCT 
section did not significantly differ from each other. Even though there was no 
statistically significant difference between the hybrid and WebCT sections for the student 
satisfaction survey, the trend is consistent with the hypothesis, indicating greater 
satisfaction for the WebCT section. 
A multiple regression test was used to view if any of the continuous demographic 
characteristics were predictors of sati sfaction. These independent variables were not a 
significant predictor toward satisfaction. There was no signifi cant difference in student 
satisfaction between males and fem ales based on the secti on in which they were enroll ed . 
While not significant, sati sfaction was higher fo r men in the online section, while the 
hybrid section was associated with higher satisfaction levels for women. As seen in 
Table 1, males were the most sati sfi ed in the WebCT secti on (M=34.29); females were 
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most satisfied in the hybrid section (M=35.82). Apparently, mode of instruction is a key 
[actor for student satisfaction. 
Table I 





Face-to-face 45.55 41.83 
Hybrid 37.71 35.82 
Online 34.29 37.36 
Combined 39.31 39.15 
Note. This table represents the mean scores of student satisfaction based by gender. 
(The lower the score, the higher the level of satisfaction.) 
*N=87 
Tests of between subject effects were conducted using the satisfaction scale as the 
dependent variable and then by section and "previously taken a course with a web-
component"; section and gender; and section and education level. The results of the 
between subject tests showed no significant difference in satisfaction. 
Another ANOY A was performed to look at particular questions between the 
sections along with within the sections themsel ves. The results of this test are as follows : 
there was significance between the section based on the degree of contact with the 
professor [F(2 ,87) = 3.538, p=.033] ; the section based on the preference to take more 
classes online [F(2 ,86) = 5.012, p.=009] ; and the section based on "studying at my 
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choice of setting" and "time made course work load easier" [F(2 ,86) = 8.237, p=.00 1]. 
Surprisingly there was no significant effect at the p < 0.05-level for section and success in 
completing the web-based activities [F(2,87) = 1.918; p=. 153] ; section and preference for 
more course material in the traditional face-to-face classes to be in a web-based format 
[F{2,86) = .872; p=.422]; section and the statement "working in a web instructional 
environment enables me to take a more active role in the learning process" [F{2,87) = 
.233; p=.793] ; and the section and "I learned more with a combination of face-to-face 
interaction and web-based than with just the traditional face-to-face classes" [F(2 ,87) = 
t.993; p=.142]. Even though there were no statistically significant results , the means 
show a trend consistent with the hypotheses. 
Quality of Work 
Video Analysis 
A one-way analysis of variance compared the mean quality of work scores of the 
videos for subjects assigned to the three modes of instruction: face-to-face, hybrid, and 
entirely WebCT. This was found to be statistically significant [F(27,5) = 4.781 , p=.044] . 
There was a significant, positive relationship between the overall effectives of the videos 
with the course in the face-to-face section and the online section; and the hybrid section 
and the online section. This indicates that the face-to-face section produced a higher 
quality of video (M=7.3) than the WebCT section (M=6.25); and the hybrid section 
produced a higher quality of video (M=7.03) than the WebCT section . The means for the 
face-to-face section and the hybrid secti on did not signifi cantl y differ from each other. 
The scale was from 0 to I 0, where O is the lowest, and I 0 is the hi ghest. Even though 
Was no statistically significant data between the face-to-face and WebCT sections there 
for the videos, the trend is consistent with the hypothesis. 
Written Work 
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A one-way analysis of variance compared the mean quality of work scores of the 
literature reviews for subjects assigned to the three mode of instruction: face-to-face, 
hybrid, and entirely WebCT. This was found to be statistically significant [F(2 ,84) = 
5.674, p=.023]. There was a statistically significant difference in the quality of the 
writing in the literature reviews between the online section and the face-to-face section; 
and the online section and hybrid section. This indicates that the WebCT section 
produced a higher quality of writing (M=9.28) than the face-to-face section (M=8.36); 
and the WebCT section produced a higher quality of writing than the hybrid section 
(M=8.21). The means for the face-to-face section and the hybrid section did not 
significantly differ from each other. The scale was from 0-10, where 0 is the lowest and 
10 is the highest. Even though there was no statistically significant data between the 
face-to-face and hybrid sections for the literature reviews, the trend is consistent with the 
hypothesis. 
Discussion postings and student self-assessment papers were consulted to 
corroborate findings in quality of work. The student self assessment papers were for the 
students to detail all the work that their group had done up to that point in the semester, 
including who did what, weekly updates, and ,.vhat the plan was for the rest of the proj ect. 
The online section utili zed the discussion boards three times as often as the hybrid 
section, however the online section video evaluations were the lowest. This could be due 
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to the lack of equipment available to them to use for editing the project. On the other 
hand, the online section possessed the highest quality of written work in their literature 
reviews and their self-assessment papers were the most complete. The face-to-face 
section had the lowest quality of written work, but the highest quality for the video 
evaluations. Part of this may be attributed to the fact that this section had discussion in 
class rather than on WebCT. The face-to-face section student self-assessments were the 
lowest quality due to the lack of detailed information. Compared to the other sections, 
assignments by the face-to-face section lacked vital infomrntion such as work up to date 
(the weeks prior), what each person was responsible for, or the work still to be done. 
These results could be due to the fact that there is no transcript of what was said in the 
discussion. The students in the face-to-face class need to rely on their memory or notes 
taken during their discussions, while the online and hybrid sections have a record of what 
was said during their discussions. 
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Discussion and Conclusions 
This study investigated the relationship between student satisfaction and mode of 
instruction, and between mode of instruction and quality of work. Overall, the results 
display moderate relationships between the concepts being measured. The mode of 
instruction emerged as an important factor that influences a student's satisfaction with a 
course. Although no previous study has simultaneously examined these two concepts, 
student satisfaction and quality of work, by mode of instruction, these results are 
consistent with related studies on student satisfaction based on mode of instruction and 
studies between mode of instruction and quality of work. The results as well provide 
support for the argument that students do use the mode of instruction as a basis for 
satisfaction (Stokes, 2003). 
Student Satisfaction 
A positive relationship emerged between the level of online components and 
satisfaction with the course. The results suggest that as long as there was some web-
component students were more satisfied. Furthermore it was expected that gender and 
age would influence this relationship. The results did not show a significant difference 
between female and male students, which is inconsistent with previous studies conducted 
(Allen & Pilant, 2000; Belcheir & Cucek, 2001; Stokes, 2003; Sullivan, 2001; Taplin & 
Jegede, 2001). Due to the narrow range of the students' age, there was no influence on 
satisfaction based on age. These results contradict previous studies that showed 
significant differences between traditional aged students and non-traditional aged 
students (Kleen & Shell , 2001; Sullivan, 2001). 
Stokes (2003) suggested that, in general , student satisfaction was related to the 
mode of instruction and how it fit into the students' lives. Obviously, the data suggest 
that students attained higher satisfaction levels in a course that utilizes some form of a 
web-component, and students had somewhat lower satisfaction levels in the traditional 
face-to-face course. Incorporating a web-component is the ideal method to influence 
students' satisfaction levels in a course because of the numerous advantages online 
learning possesses. It allows a student to work at his/her own pace, location, and 
schedule. The use of a web-component can also produce a more student centered 
learning environment which is more beneficial to students than a teacher based learning 
environment (Kassop, 2003). 
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Satisfaction was influenced by the time and setting in which the course was taken. 
For those students that utilized a web-component, there was significance in the fact that 
they could do their coursework at any time they wanted and at any location they wanted 
without being "locked" into the traditional form of a class. Although there were times 
when students needed to have things posted online by a certain day and time or have live 
chats, for the majority of the time, students could choose when they would do their work. 
Sullivan (2001) notes, "both men and women find the convenience and flexibility offered 
by online classes a major advantage over traditional classes" (p. 897). Therefore, the 
results strengthen Stokes ' (2003) and Sullivan ' s (2001) findings that time saved was an 
indicator of satisfaction . 
The results also shed an interesting light on the role of the amount of contact the 
professor has with the students. Previous studies reported that an instructor, who has 
more contact with his/her students and more interaction via e-mail , discussion , office 
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hours etc., usually influences a student's perception of the class itself (e.g. Arbaugh, 
2001 ; swan, 2002; Witt, 2003). Thus, students are more willing to participate in 
discussion and ask questions than they would be if the instructor was not as available and 
had limited access or contact (Arbaugh, 2001). 
The results are also consistent with pervious studies that have proposed to have 
more courses offered online. Sehoole and Moja (2003) suggested an increase in the 
number of courses offered via the Internet. The authors reported that a broader range of 
students can be reached and a more diverse student body can be obtained since students 
can take courses from anywhere in the world. Because diversity aids the learning 
process, institutions seek to have a diverse student body in their courses whether it is by 
age, race, gender, etc. Therefore, the more courses offered via the Internet, the more 
students can be reached and increase the diversity of the student body. 
On the other hand, when students were asked if they wished more of the material 
in their traditional face-to-face courses were available online, there was no significant 
difference between the sections. Students prefer that their traditional face-to-face courses 
stay the way they are. These results coincide with the fact that students didn't feel they 
learned more with a combination of web-based and face-to-face learning. The results 
contradicted Kassop 's (2003) findings that students feel they learned more in their hybrid 
courses than their traditional face-to-face counterparts . 
One would assume that the more experience a student has with online learning the 
more satisfied they would be with the mode of instruction. The results of this study did 
not prove this to be true. Whether the course was completely online (Distance Learning), 
partially WebCT or entirely WebCT experience was not a significant indicator of 
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. .: cti·on Experience should aid in the predictability of the student satisfaction but 
sat1s1a · 
was not the case in this study. Stokes (2003) found that " the number of previous courses 
that incorporated web-based lessons taken by students was a predictor of satisfaction" (p. 
14). In that study, the experience level would help support why some students were more 
satisfied than others, but in the current study it was not found to be a key factor. 
Quality of Work 
A positive relationship between the videos created by the students and face-to-
face components of the course was expected, while on line students apparently benefited 
from the increased level of writing typically associated with online teaching. The results 
suggest that as long as there was some level of face-to-face contact, the videos produced 
were a higher quality than if there was no face-to-face contact. This finding was to some 
extent influenced by the limited availability of editing facilities and support for the online 
students. Some limited editing resources were available to the face-to-face and hybrid 
students in the same building where the class was taught. 
Clark (2002) suggested that the quality of work in courses with web components 
is just as good if not better than the traditional face-to-face courses. The data suggests 
that the videos were of higher quality in the courses that utilize some level of face-to-face 
contact. These finding contradict Kassop ' s (2003) claim that the use of an online 
component to produce a higher quality of work produced from the students. One reason 
could be that the students in the online course were an average of 23 years old while the 
average for the other two classes was 21 years old . Most studies use written work as the 
key outcome measure, which makes the current measure difficult to compare. 
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In this study the structure of the sample might also be a plausible explanation of 
the result for the lack of significant relationship between student satisfaction and age, 
ethnicity/race, or gender. If a sample included a more diverse population of students, 
there may have been a different outcome of their satisfaction levels. And since the 
majority of the students were Caucasian and in the traditional age range of students, there 
was not a diverse enough population to see if those factors would influence student 
satisfaction. As for the video analysis, if trained individuals evaluated the videos instead 
of the convenience sample the outcomes might have been different. 
It was expected to see a positive relationship between the literature reviews 
written and the level of online components in the course. However, the results supported 
this speculation only in part. The WebCT course supported Kassop's (2003) and Clark's 
(2002) claims that online courses are more writing intense and the quality of the writing it 
higher compared to the face-to-face counterparts. However, the hybrid course did not 
support Kassop (2003) and Clark's (2002) claim. One reason could be that the students 
in the online course have less physical contact with the professor and thus utilized the 
forums, chats and discussion boards more often than the face-to-face students. 
The overall conclusion for the quality of work is that courses utilizing a web-
component, either partially or entirely, are more advantageous for writing assignments, 
while hands-on activities that require physical resources (e.g. editing, cameras) may 
benefit from a traditional face-to-face setting with the appropriate infrastructure. 
Implications 
This study contributes to our understanding of the interplay between student 
satisfaction and mode of instruction ; and between quality of work and mode of 
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instruction. It also demonstrates the complexity of the nature of student satisfaction. 
Various factors could influence a student ' s level of satisfaction, with mode of instruction 
and quality of work as two factors. More studies are needed to examine the two concepts. 
The results of this study provide some potential implications to be put into 
practice. The findings may encourage professors to utilize a web-based component to 
aide in students' satisfaction and success in the course. Academic institutions may begin 
to use student satisfaction assessment to guide decision making, such as how many 
courses should be offered with a web-based component (either completely or partially) 
compared to how many are offered in the traditional face-to-face manner. 
The study also lends support to the benefits of hybrid teaching modes, especially 
when hands-on components are involved (such as video editing or other equipment 
intensive work). It might be advantageous to create more ' blended ' courses which take 
advantage of the individualized convenience of online teaching in combination with the 
immediacy and potential for hands-on learning in the face-to-face setting 
The results of this study may also contribute to the design and implementation of 
an assessment for universities when still in the creating stage for courses. Hopefully, 
more instructors will receive the training as to what constitutes good use of the new 
technologies. The results regarding the quality of work would suggest that more hybrid 
courses be offered to incorporate the advantages of both face-to-face and on line 
education, while writing intensive courses might benefit from an entirely on line mode. 
Despite the importance and the increased interest in online learning, faculty-
t . . 
rammg programs need to be conducted before the course starts (Kassop, 2003 ; Pel z, 
l004). The present study may provide some knowledge in designing and evaluating a 
faculty-training program. Finally, the results could help institutions understand what 
contributes to student are satisfaction with the mode of instruction, and adjust their 
programs accordingly. 
Limitations and Conclusions 
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The present study also has limitations, which may provide opportunities for future 
research. The first limitation relates to the small sample size. If a similar study was done 
00 a larger scale, including numerous classes being offered in the three modes by the 
same professor, then a more accurate account could be found. Also, looking at classes 
from all different fields would allow the researchers to know what type of courses are 
better left in the traditional face-to-face method. Some types of courses, such as science 
labs, speech, and art cannot be taught online entirely, so those classes would need to be 
viewed if they can be taught partially online or completely face-to-face. 
Another possible limitation of this study includes the particular sample employed 
to measure the quality of work. The convenience sample from university students used to 
analyze the Public Service Announcements may provide different results comparing with 
professors judging the same videos . The quality of work measured by "random" students 
rather than by qualified students and professors may also limit these results since the 
students do not have the same knowledge as what constitutes effective based on content 
rather than just visuals . On the other hand these students were the target audience for the 
PSAs targeting DUI and seatbelt use among college students . 
To measure quality of work, the process could have been looked at as a process 
and not just the end result. For future studies, the projects and written assignments 
should be analyzed in a continuous manner. From the start of brainstorming, to how the 
students divide up work, to the drafts, and then the final project should all be taken into 
consideration when measuring for quality of work. This would allow for the researcher 
to see which section of students improved the most over the period of time and not just 
look at a "snapshot" view. The end result of the project may not be an accurate account 
for which students did improve the most over the study. 
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Another major concern is that of selection bias. These three sections had 
maximum enrollment and students may have taken whatever class they could get. And 
since the course is required for all Communication Studies majors self-selection seems 
less of a factor than it would in an elective course. Still, students who are strong writers 
may tend to take the online courses since they know it will be more writing intense than 
the face-to-face sections. And some student may get the (wrong) impression that an 
online course is the "easy way out" and use that as a reason to enroll in those sections. 
One method to address this concern is to look at the student's GP A going into the course. 
Comparing the GP A's of all the students within the sections would provide a better 
comparison of the 'starting point' for each section. GPA was not asked for from the 
students in this study, but for future studies it would be beneficial to obtain this 
information. Another way to measure this would be to give the students a writing 
assignment at the beginning of the semester to gauge what their initial writing abilities 
are. Then by comparing the writing samples of each class to the other sections, would 
provide incite to which section has the stronger writers and address this concern of 
selection bias. 
Overall , the results of this study provide some valuable information for our 
understanding and application of mode of instruction, student satisfaction and quality of 
32 
work. The present study attempts to shed some light on the relationship between these 
three important areas. More studies are encouraged to examine how and why the mode of 
instruction tends to influence one ' s satisfaction level in the course; it might also provide a 




Consent Form for Participants 
Th University of Rhode Island 
De;artrnent of Communication Studies 
106 Independence Hall 
Kngston, Rhode Island 02881 
T;tle of Project: "An Examination of the Relationship Between Student Satisfaction and Teaching Style" 
CONSENT FORM FOR RESEARCH 
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You have been asked to take part in a research project described below. The researcher will explain the 
project to you in detail. You should feel free to ask questions. If you have more questions later, Danielle 
Alfano, the person mainly responsible for this study, 874-7447, will discuss them with you. You must be at 
least 18 years old to be in this research project. 
Description of the project: 
You have been asked to take part in a study that is intended to investigate a person 's satisfaction with face-
to-face and web-faceted courses. 
What will occur: 
If you decide to take part in this study here is what will happen: First you will be asked to fill out a total of 
two sections of a questionnaire. In the first section, you will be asked to provide your demographic 
information such as gender, year of birth, grade and race. In the second section, you will be asked to 
quickly record your fust impression by indicating the degree to which you agree or disagree with 16 
statements. 
Along with the survey, the work in the class as a whole will be observed. The main focus will be on your 
semester long Public Service Announcement. Your name will be removed from any posts, and you will 
be assigned a random number to ensure confidentiality. Portions of your WebCT posts or other 
submissions may be used to substantiate points made by the investigator. The researcher will read and 
analyze the posts to get a better understanding of the online learning experience. 
Risks or discomfort: 
There are no risks or discomforts associated with this study. Remember that you can refuse to answer any 
question. If you do not want to participate in the research, an alternative activity will be provided. Neither 
your participation nor your failure to participate will affect your student grade in this course in any way. 
Benefits of this study : 
Although there will be no direct benefit to you for taking part in this study, it may help you increase the knowledge 
~egarding the variables of interest. You will have the experience of being a participant in a research study, and you 
instructor may discuss the research after the survey. 
Confidentiality: 
Your part in this study is confidential and your responses and comments will be held in 
confidence. None of the information will identify you by name. All records will secured 
~dare available only to the researcher. Again, this study is anonymous. Your anonymity 
will be preserved . Once the infonnation has been entered into the database it will no 
longer be attached to your name nor will there exist any other identifying information . 
Decision to quit at a 111" ti111 e. 
~e decision to take ~art in this study is entirely up to you. You do not have to participate. If you decide to 
a e part m the study, you may quit at any time. Whatever you decide, in no way will your decision 
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Jize you, affect your grade, ors tatus as a student. If you wish to quit, simply infonn Ms. Danielle 
~~~=no at (40 I) 874-7447 or dalf4438(a),postoffice.uri .edu of your decision. 
Rights and Complaints: . . . . . . 
If you are not satisfied with the way tlus study 1s perfo1med, you may .discuss your complain.ts with Ms. Danielle 
Alfano or with Dr. Norbert Mundorf at (401) 874-4725, anonymously, 1f you choose. In add1t1on, you may contact 
the office of the Vice Provo~t for Graduate Studies, Research and Outreach, 70 Lower College Road, Suite 2, 
University of Rhode Island, Kingston, Rhode Island, telephone: (401) 874-4328. 
You have read the Consent Form. Your questions have been answered. Your signature on this form means that you 
understand the information and you agree to participate in this study. 
Signature of Participant 
Typed/printed Name 
Date 




The University of Rhode Is land . 
Department of Commu111cat10n Studies 
106 Independence Hall 
Kingston, Rhode. Island 0288 1 . 
Student Satisfaction and Teachmg Style 
TEAR OFF AND KEEP THIS FORM FOR YOURSELF 
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Dear Participant: 
You have been asked to take part in the research project described below. If you have any questions, please 
feel free to call Danielle .Alfano at (40 1) 874-7447 or Dr. Norbert Mundorf at (40 1) 874-4725 (the people 
mainly responsible for this study). 
The purpose of this study is to further knowledge about how individual 's satisfaction of a course might 
influence one's ·behavior. You are asked to record your responses right in front of each statement. 
Confidentiality will be maintained as none of the infom1ation wi ll identify you by name, again ensuring 
that your name is held confidential. 
YOU MUST BE AT LEAST 18 YEARS OLD to be in this research project. 
If you decide to take part in this study, your participation will involve filling out a total of one 
questionnaire pertaining to your satisfaction about this course, along with agreeing to allow Danielle 
Alfano to observe your classroom behaviors, mainly your Public Service Announcement. 
The possible risks or discomforts of the study are minimal, although some of you may feel some 
embarrassment answering questions about private attitudes . Remember that you can refuse to answer any 
question. 
Although there are no direct benefits of the study, your answers will help increase the knowledge regarding 
your satisfaction with the style in which courses are taught. 
Your part in this study is anonymous. That means that your answers to all questions are private. No one 
else can know if you participated in this study and no one else can find out what your answers were. 
Scientific reports will be based on group data and will not identify you or any individual as being in this 
project. The research data will be kept for at least three years following the completion of the study. 
The decision to participate in this research proj ect is up to you . You do not have to participate and you can 
refuse to answer any question. Whatever you decide will in no way penalize you, affect your grade, or 
status as a student. 
Participation in this study is not expected to be ham1ful or injurious to you. However, if this study causes 
you any injury, you should write or call Danielle Alfano at (40 1)(874-7441) or Dr. Norbert Mundorf at 
(401)(8 14-4 125) both are located at the Uni versity of Rhode Island . 
If you have any more questions or concerns about this study, you ma y contact 
University of Rhode Island's Vice Provost fo r Graduate Studies, Resea rch and Outreach, 70 Lower Co ll ege 
Road, Suite 2, URI, Kings ton, RI , (40 1) 874-4328. 
You are at least 18 yea rs o ld . You have read the consent fom1 and your questions have been answered to 





This is a technology savvy society. How can utilizing the technologies help build more 
effective courses for college students? 
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What are some common connections for courses you have taken? What are the different 
ways of producing these connections? 
What is student satisfaction for courses? Why it is important to take a course that 
incorporates a web component into the curriculum? And which do you prefer to use in 
your classes? 




In which section of Dr. Mundorfs COM 381 are you enrolled? 
Section 3, TR 2:00-3: 15 a. 
b. Section 4, TR 3:30-4:45 









a. Hispanic or Latino 
b. American Indian or Alaska Native 
c. Asian 
d. African American 
e. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
f. Caucasian 
g. Biracial or Multiracial 
h. Other 
Question 5: 





e. Nonmatriculated or other (not officially admitted to URI or other 
college/university; graduate student; etc .) 
Question 6: 
How many semesters have you been at URI (including Spring 05)? __ 
Question 7: 
Reason for taking course 
a. Major requirement or elective within major field 
b. Required course outside major field 
c. General education elective 








In how many of the online classes mentioned above did you meet face to face with your 
professor? __ 
Question 10: 
In how many of the online classes mentioned above was it a distance learning course 
where you only interacted via computer? __ 
Question 11 : 
In how many of the online classes mentioned above did you meet face to face with your 
professor. __ 
Question 12: 
In your entire college career how many courses have you taken entirely by WebCT. __ 
Question 13: 
In your entire college career how many courses have you taken partially by WebCT while 
at URI. 
Question 14 
I am able to access a computer with an Internet connection to do my work for this class. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 15: 
I am satisfied with the degree of contact I have with my teacher when working through 
Web-based activities 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 16: 
1 am pleased with the success I am having with completing the Web-based activities 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 17: 
The resources I need for the Web lessons are readily available through the Internet. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 18: 
My technology knowledge level is sufficient for learning in a Web-based environment. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 19: 
I am feeling somewhat isolated from the University setting by taking a class that places 
emphasis on learning through Web-based activities. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 20: 
I would prefer to take more of my classes through Internet delivery. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
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Question 21: . . . . . . . .. 
Participating ma Web-based class has allowed me more flex1b1hty m my daily act1v1t1es. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 22 
I would prefer more of the course materials in my traditional face-to-face classes to be in 
a Web-based format. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 23: 
I believe that working in a Web instructional environment enables me to take a more 
active role in the learning process. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 24 
Communication with other students through WebCT is a positive experience. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 25: 
My Web-based class is prov iding me with skills that I can use in other courses. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 26: 
1 believe that the Web instructional environment is preparing me for technology use in 
my profession. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 27: . . . . 
I had sufficient mteract10n with the mstructor. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 28: 
Studying at my choice of setting and time made course work load easier. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 29: 
I learned more with a combination of face-to-face interaction and Web-based than with 
just the traditional face-to-face classes. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 30: 
I would take another course that is Web-based. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
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Question 31 : 
Kingston classes only: Considering travel , registration and all other costs associated with 
this course; do you think this is less expensive than the traditional course held at the 
university? 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 32 
WebCT class only (section 0200): I would recommend a Web-based course to my peers. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 33: 
I am satisfied with the group aspect in the class. 




e. Strongly Disagree 
Question 34 
On average, how often did you meet online for your group project. __ 
Question 35: 
On average how often did you meet face-to-face for your group project. __ 
Appendix D 
Video Evaluation 
Please rate the video you just saw on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is the lowest, 10 
the highest: 
How much did you like the video overall? 
How much did you like the visuals? 
How much did you like the audio/music? 
How did this video impact you? 
What is the strongest aspect of the video? 
What is the weakest aspect of the video? 
What could the creators do to make this video more effective? 
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***********STOP HERE UNTIL THE NEXT VIDEO IS SHOWN************** 
Please rate the video you just saw on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is the lowest, 10 
the highest: 
How much did you like the video overall? 
How much did you like the visuals? 
How much did you like the audio/music? 
How did this video impact you? 
What is the strongest aspect of the video? 
What is the weakest aspect of the video? 
What could the creators do to make this video more effective? 
The last two videos you saw were somewhat similar. Tf you had a total of$ I 00 to award 
t~ both videos combined, how much would you give to each? 
First video $ 
Second video_ $ _ 
*** --
**********STOP HERE UNTIL THE NEXT VIDEO IS SHOWN************ 
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